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Documentary Reviewing Reviewed.'
A Survey ofthe Book Review Policies
ofSelected HistoricalJournals
GREGG L. LINT'

Book reviews in many ways are more important for the
documentary publication than the monograph. In the
latter case the book is published, reviewed, and in a sense
forgotten. Multiple volume documentary editions,
published over a long period, should receive and, indeed,
require constant review, each new volume being compared
with the preceding ones. The importance of reviews is no
less for smaller selective editions of only a few volumes or
on microforms. For the documentary edition, much more
a reference book than the monograph, reviews should
inform potential users of its utility and help to maintain
quality.
For these reasons it is discouraging, even alarming,
when the review of documentary publications is curtailed,
as it has been in the pages of the Amen'can Histon'cal
Review. In the December 1979 issue of the Newsletter of
the American Historical Association the editors of the
AHR presented a revised or, in their words, restated policy
on the review of documentary publications. In the future
(actually it began with the ..p.pril 1979 issue of the AHR)
most documentary editions 'would not be reviewed, but
rather would receive a short listing in a new section:
"Documents and Bibliographies." According to the
editors this decision was due to space limitations imposed
by rising cost and because ' 'reviews of documentary
publications tend to become brief essays by the reviewer
based on the new sources that appear in the volume."
For the documentary editor, few decisions could be

*Gregg L. Lint is associate editor of the Adams papers at the
Massachusetts Historical Society. The journals that participated
in this survey were the English Historical Review, Georgia
Historical Quarterly, Historical New Hampshire, Journal of
American History, Journal of Amen'can Studies, Maryland
Historical Magazine, New England Quarterly, New York
History, Pennsylvania History, Pennsyslvania Magazine of
History and Biography, Virginia Magazine of History and
Biography. Western Pennsylvania Historical Magazine, and
Wriliam and Mary Quarterly.

more disheartening. Superficially the AHR's policy can be
criticized for the commentary it provides on the journal's
apparent inability to select competent scholars to fulfill its
conception of what constitutes an adequate review of a
documentary publication, but the implications and effect
go beyond that. Short notices, usually containing far less
information than a publisher's own catalogue, cannot
substitute for a full, analytical, reasoned review. More
importantly, if such a policy signals a trend then
documentary editions face a bleak future of being
relegated to a historical backwater, somewhere beneath
monographs, for the AHR's policy has implicitly
designated the documentary publication and the historical
editor as being of less importance than the monograph and
the traditional historian.
Because of the questions raised by the revised policy of
the AHR, a survey was undertaken of historical journals
that in the past had carried reviews of documentary
publications. Each journal editor was asked what his or her
policy was toward such reviews, whether they posed any
special problems for the editor, and for any other observations that he or she might wish to make on the review
of such works.
In some respects the results of the survey were encouraging. As might be expected, journals dealing with a
broad range of history tended to review more documentary
publications than those limited to the history of a particular region or state. Many of the smaller journals indicated, however, that they would review more documentary editions if they received review copies, which
often they do not. In addition, all the journal editors that
responded reported that they plan to continue to review
volumes of edited documents, despite their increasing
numbers, and for the most part stated that such reviews
pose no unusual problems.
A number of editors directed their comments at the
difficulties of dealing with a lengthy series of volumes.
Most believed that after the review of the first volume or
volumes of a new series, later reviews should wait until a
number of volumes had accumulated, which would then
be reviewed as a group. This practice has the advantage of
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saving space while permitting the reviewer to take a broad
view of the publication and better determine if the
standard of the initial volumes had been maintained or
improved. In the same vein was the desire of many of the
editors to have one reviewer deal with initial and subsequent volumes of an edition so as to provide an evenness
of treatment and hopefully a more knowledgeable reViewer.
In regard to obtaining an adequate review, most of the
journal editors believed that it was more difficult to review
a documentary publication than a monograph. In part
they believed that this was because the reviewer of a
documentary edition needed to be more creative or ju~t
work harder in order to "find themes and patterns in a set
of documents." As to the review itself, one editor noted
the danger of obtaining a "flat" summary of the volume's
contents. Another stated that he did not want his reviewer
to become involved in arcane arguments over editorial
method, a subject that he believed could be dealt with
best in a separate essay. Despite the concern over the
difficulty of obtaining first-rate reviews of documentary
publications, few of the editors believed that any special
instructions needed to be given the reviewers. When such
instructions were issued, they generally concerned such
matters as avoiding lengthy character sketches and
checking original manuscripts against the printed text.
In their comments on the the choice of reviewers, none
of the journal editors indicated any problems in obtaining
willing applicants. Indeed, one stated that the prospect of
obtaining high-priced volumes of a documentary publication free of charge was enough in itself to encourage
reviewers. Others noted that traditional historians were not
necessarily the best reviewers because of their tendency to
dwell too much on historical context at the expense of
editorial practice. But as one editor stated, while he would
like to have editors as reviewers "these people are often
unwilling to review the work of their fellow editors."
The results of the survey show little that is new or
surprising, but they do deserve comment. While individual reviews of all volumes in an edition is desirable,
group reviews of later volumes in a series do not seem
inappropriate. A desire to save space and avoid a number
of very similar reviews over a relatively short period seems
justifiable, but not if it permits questionable editorial
practices to proceed too long unchallenged, keeps important new information from potential users, or allows for
superficial reviews because of a large amount of material to
be dealt with in a limited space. Such considerations
should also not be permitted to discriminate against
selective editions composed of only a few volumes or in
microform, which seems to be the future course of most
editorial projects. Neither should it mean that some
volumes are never reviewed or preclude individual reviews
in special cases, as when a new editor comes to a project or
a change of format takes place. Along the same lines, a
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single reviewer for several volumes in an edition seems
justified, even desirable, but not at the expense of
repetitive, inadequate reviews.
Of more importance, perhaps, is the divergence that the
survey shows between what the documentary and journal
editor see as essential for an adequate review of a
documentary publication. For the documentary editor the
consideration of the content of a volume and the placing
of it in a historical context is important, but so too is a
discussion of editorial method. It is natural that journal
editors, particularly those of small journals, whose
readership is composed of non-editors should wish to avoid
technical discussions of editorial method. However, to a
large degree editorial policies determine the usefulness of a
documentary publication and for that reason questions of
format, criteria for selection, usefulness of index, amount
and appropriateness of annotation, and general style need
to be considered.
In the final analysis it should be remembered by both
the journal editor and the reviewer that a documentary
publication is different from a monograph. Some of the
problems that the documentary as well as the journal
editor see with reviews of documentary publications
because of this difference might be resolved if the journals
were more ready, as apparently they are not, to provide the
reviewer with special instructions on the review of
documentary editions. The reviewer needs to be reminded
to check the annotation and the application of the
editorial policies that are usually set down in the introduction. The reviewer should note whether a new series
replaces previous editions and if it contains new information or documents not found elsewhere. Such
directions to the reviewer would make it easier to avoid the
"flat" review or that which is merely a restatement of the
introduction with little indication that the reviewer actually read the volume under consideration.
Documentary editors also have a responsibility and
should not act as if the quality of book reviews is akin to
the "sleeping dog" and thus should be left to lie. They
need to inform the journal editor of their thoughts on
reviews. They should also be more willing to enter into the
reviewing process and not just in the pages of the ADE
New/etter. If specialists in a field of history are willing to
review monographs by other specialists in the same field,
why should editors be unwilling to review the work of their
fellow editors? In the end, who is better qualified to do a
full, analytical, reasoned review of a volume of edited
documents than another editor?

Errata.' Second in a Seemingly Endless Series
Amid our reflections upon the wisdom of the
Association's founders who gave this office a one-year
term, and amid recollections of that rare whiff of summer
breeze that swept across our Richmond dining room one
weekend and blew all the pasted-up pages on the floor just
before they were given their numbers, we apologize again
to contributors and readers and note a few of the
significant transpositions and other unplanned features of
our May Newsletter:
The contents of pages 10 and 11 were reversed. The
archivist of the United States is Robert Mark Warner (not
Warren, page 6). Thoreau's Walden appeared in 1854
(not 1954, page 6), and "Maybe a typo [not type, page
10] does reveal something deeply hidden .... "
When the comprehensive and definitive history of
editor's and printer's errors is written, however, we hope
our efforts will be put into the appropriate context,

recalling perhaps the leaf tipped into the Virginia State
Library's copy of Henry Phillips,]r., Historical Sketches of
the Paper Currency of the American Colonies (Roxbury,
Mass., 1865):
To THE READER. -The strange error on page iv,
Preface, whereby St. Louis is located in Indianaescaped notice of author and proof reader until too
late for correction.
And (even as we celebrate the magazine's rescue) we note
the revisionist critique of American military history in
Harper's Guly 1980): 74:
The Civil War, no less than the Revolutionary War
before it, was a horse war: General Grant's Traveller
will surely be remembered longer than General
George Patton's pearl-handled pistols.
-]ONKUKLA

Comprehensive Text Processing
and the Papers o/Henry Laurens

Part 2

DAVIDR. CHESNUTT'

[The system which I described in the opening part of my
paper at Princeton was one in which the central computer
is used primarily for the storage and manipulation of files.
We now have a National Endowment for the Humanities
grant that supports the development of a new series of
programs which will allow us to automatically encode our
computer files for typesetting. We have done further
testing of this concept, and a report on those tests appears
below.]
Automated coding is based on the fact that each part of
our printed volume has a standardized format. Beginning
with the table of contents and going through the introduction, list of abbreviations, the documents themselves, the source notes, the footnotes, and the index-a
careful examination will reveal that each of these sections is
printed in a certain way. An examination of the corresponding typescript reveals a rough correlation with the

'David R. Chesnutt is the editor of the Laurens papers at the
University of South Carolina. Part 1 of this paper, which was
presented at the Association's 1979 meeting in Princeton, New
Jersey, was published in the May issue of the Newsletter.

printed page. As an example of this rough correspondence, I have selected the index for volume 7 of the
Laurens Papers (HU).
In the typescript (figure 1), each main entry begins flush
left and is typed within a seventy-two-space line. If the
entry is more than one line in length, subsequent lines are
indented five spaces from the left margin. Each line of an
entry is separated by one line of space; each entry is
separated from other entries by two lines of space. On the
printed page (figure 2), the line length is less than half
that of the typescript; the hanging indention is smaller;
the amount of space between lines of an entry is smaller;
and the space between entries is smaller. All of which is
simply to say that while the typescript looks somewhat like
the printed page, the correlation is general not specific.
The point I want to make is that both the typescript and
the printed page have regular structures, even though the
structures are not identical. Each line is within a certain
length; the hanging indentions are of so much space; the
space between lines is such and such; the space between
entries is such and such. This regular structure of the
typescript-not its general correlation to the printed
page-is the factor which makes automated coding for
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typesetting possible. What is most impottant about the
typescript is that you can tell at a glance:
1) where an entry begins
2) where an entry ends;
3) where a shift from roman to italic occurs; and
4) where a shift from italic to roman occurs.
In coding a typescript to get the printed output on a
computer typesetter, these are the only four points at
which a typesetting code must be insetted.
You can clearly identify each of these code points in the
typescript-and if the typescript is placed in a machinereadable file the computer can also identify each of the
code points. The regularization of our typed format makes
it possible for us to define for the computer each code
point. After we have defined the code points, the computer can then insett the appropriate typesetting codes.
I have used the HL7 index as my example for a special
reason. In the spring of 1979, we used this index to test the
concept of automated coding. We chose the index because
of the minimal coding required and because our indexes
are already in machine-readable form. The Social and
Behavioral Sciences Lab at the University of South Carolina
wrote a special program modification of CINDEX to
identify the code points and to insett the appropriate
typesetting codes. Every code required for typesetting was
then automatically insetted. An encoded tape was shipped
to Graphics Composition in Athens, Georgia, and a
sample galley (figure 3) was produced from the tape.
The coding scheme we used was very simple. We
devised a series of mnemonic format codes which were
simple combinations of letters and numbers. We actually
made up the codes and Graphics Composition defined
them according to our specifications. The definition of the
codes by the printing contractor has several advantages.
The most obvious advantage is that the coding system does
not restrict us in the choice of contractors. We can use any
printing firm with mid-range sophistication in its computer typesetting equipment. Another advantage is that
the codes can be defined according to whatever set of
design specifications are required. This means that anyone
who uses our computer indexing system-CINDEX-can
produce a machine-readable file with typesetting codes.
To futther test the validity of using format codes which
could be defined typographically in a variety of ways, we
turned to a typesetting contractor here in Columbia, South
Carolina-the State Printing Company. We gave State a
copy of the computer tape which contained the encoded
HL 7 index, and we asked State to change the definition of
our format codes. State redefined all of the variables: the
type font, the type size, the line size, the hanging indention, even the shift from roman to italic. In the two
State Printing Company examples printed here (figures 4
and 5), the changes are readily apparent. The new tests
demonstrated two points: the flexibility of using format
codes and the fact that many companies now have the
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equipment to process machine-readable files into type.
We recently began a nationwide survey of typesetting
contractors and we expect to publish those results at a later
time. Preliminary responses to the survey have already
confirmed our belief that many typesetting firms were
upgrading their equipment in order to be able to process
the machine-readable files generated by their customers.
But let me return to the larger question of automatically
encoding the rest of the manuscript. With our success in
coding indexes, we have been encouraged to develop a
series of programs which will handle the other parts of our
printed volumes. We have assembled a panel of local
editors from a variety of disciplines at the University of
South Carolina to help us design the programs that will be
needed for Laurens and for other projects. Our first
priority is Laurens, but that priority is almost a "first
among equals" because we are committed to develop
programs which can serve the needs of others.
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Our experience has made us aware that we cannot expect
to do 100 percent of our coding automatically. In most
cases, however, less than 15 percent of the codes will have
to be insened by an operator. Looking at it another way,
this will mean that an operator has to learn no more than
15 percent of the codes and that the chance of an error in
coding will be 15 percent orless.
One of my major concerns in developing computer
applications is to make the computer work for us, not the
other way around. If we are careful, we can use the
computer to help us eliminate many of the repetitive steps
now required in publishing a volume. And we can do so
with a minimal knowledge of computers. The computer is
rather like a car. As long as we don't overload it with
luxury options of marginal value, we can get where we
want to go with a minimum of fuss and a high degree of
reliability.

Computers for Word People
Susan Hockey, A Guide to Computer Applications in the
Humanities (Baltimore and London: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1980). $16.95.
Roben L. Oakman, Computer Methods for Literary
Research (Columbia, S.c.: University of South Carolina
Press, 1980). $14.95.
Any mention of computers among humanists is likely
to arouse strong passions, but they are no longer simply
the older, more absolute passions of disdain on the one
hand for any diabolical plot to train a machine to do
human-or, in cases of concordancing and indexing,
vaguely inhuman-work, or on the other a wholehearted
acceptance of electric salvation from drudgery. They are
now more complex emotions: interest in dramatic
possibilities but uncenainty about ways to proceed, or
happy installation of computer components and processes
but an expensive fear that someone, somewhere, is doing
the same work better and faster and cheaper.
In this context of transition, the publication of not one
but two books about computers and their uses specifically
directed at humanists is an opponune event. It is hardly

necessary to say that neither book is fully up-to-date; any
purchaser of a pocket calculator has learned how quickly
one incredible chip displaces another. Neither Hockey nor
Oakman devotes any significant space, for example, to a
description of stand-alone mini-computers, those selfcontained tabletop units with much of the flexibility and
even the storage capacity of the room-filling mammoths of
ten and fifteen years ago, or to the variety of word
processing programs, first developed for general secretarial
and journalistic use, now available in conjunction with
these more ponable, more affordable units.
But obviously both authors went at the subject of
computers in humanistic scholarship with a clear sense of
the futility of complete timeliness. Their aim is not a
comprehensive survey of technological innovation but a
general introduction to the ways computers handle literary
materials, the versatility of computer processing, and the
application of computer methods to research done by
scholars who study human languages in one or more of
their aspects.
Thus both books contain chapters on the mechanics-or
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electronics-of computer processing, and on means of
putting literary material in and getting it out (an especially
significant issue, since words, and even the letters that
make them up, constitute a much more elaborate base of
information than do the numbers and mathematical
operations toward which computer development was
originally directed). Both discuss such individual applications as concordances and other forms of alphabetical
sorting, stylistic analysis, textual editing, and information
retrieval.
There are differences, of course. Hockey has a chapter
on vocabulary studies, collocations, and dialectology, and
another on sound patterns, all issues Oakman includes in
his single chapter on stylistic analysis. Hockey ends with a
chapter on starting a project, surveying material Oakman
offers in his introductory sections; Oakman concludes with
a survey of future considerations. Hockey adds a brief
general bibliography to the individual chapter
bibliographies, none of them annotated; a glossary of
computer terms; a list of acronyms, abbreviations, and
computer names (Ah! the delights of HA WKEYE and
LOUISA); and a list of useful addresses (unfortunately,
only the addresses of the Association for Literary and
Linguistic Computing in England and various archives of
raw text in English, Latin, and Greek). Oakman omits the
technical sections and supplies instead a carefully divided
thirty-four-page "selected" bibliography of items on
literary computing; the selection is very skillful, and the
bibliography effectively supplements the annotated lists of
further readings appended to the individual chapters.
The presence of the technical appendices in Hockey's
book and their absence from Oakman's, the sparseness
and offhandedness of the one bibliography and the careful
lavishness of the other suggest the most significant difference between the two works. Although both intend to
be general introductions addressed to interested scholars
unfamiliar with computers and their operation, Hockey's
book often becomes too technical and moves off its intended point: a long section on the mathematical principles applicable in stylistic analysis, for example, is too
arcane. Oakman is more successful at explaining complex
mathematical or mechanical features, and he supplies
them only if a reader needs to know them to understand a
general process. Hockey tends to work backward, from
examples of finished research to a discussion of the reasons
certain systems or programs do not work (particularly her
survey of concordances). Oakman, more consistent with
the introductory orientation both authors propose, moves
fotward, describing how general computer capabilities can
be put to specific uses. Hockey's illustrative material
consists mostly of facsimiles of computer printouts, and at
times too many virtually redundant examples of alternative printing formats; Oakman, though he also provides
some of this material, adds photographs of various items of
computer machinery and, even more impressively, "flow-
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chan" diagrams of the various processes. Oakman's book,
indeed, is clearly superior as an educational tool. Hockey
offers a kind of archive, a summary of what has been or can
be done. Oakman, besides doing that and doing it just as
comprehensively, teaches the fundamental logic of
computer programming. He describes the on-off switch
system which is the electronic basis of computing, then
explains the Boolean logic customarily employed in this
two-position structure, and then by means of prose
description and the flow-charts identifies even the most
complex treatments of material as involving sequences of
two-part options. The interested reader learns to think in
the terms computer-processing requires, as Oakman moves
from a flow-chart of the Monopoly game to one outlining a
computer collation program.
As a result, Oakman's book, although the title seems
restrictive in its reference to "literary research," is finally
better as a treatment of the whole range of computer
applications than is Hockey's. The availability of both
books offers a Boolean choice, but the On switch is clearly
Oakman.
DAVID J. NORDLOH
Indiana University

Nominating Committee
Announces
1981 Officers Slate
The Nominating Committee of the Association for
Documentary Editing, chaired by Jo Ann Boydston,
announces the candidates for election by mail ballot in
advance of the Association's 1980 meeting in Williamsburg. The ballot enclosed with this issue of the Newsletter
should be completed and mailed promptly to the
secretary-treasurer; the 1981 nominees are:
President-Elect: Don L. Cook
Secretary-Treasurer: Raymond W. Smock
Director of Publications: Nathan Reingold
Nominating Committee: G. Thomas Tanselle,
chairman; Linda Grant DePauw; LeRoy Graf;
Kenneth Sanderson; and Michael Richman.
The Nominating Committee notes that in the case of
Raymond W. Smock for a second term as secretarytreasurer the candidate is nominated "to be elected
provisionally pending adoption of constitutional
amendment at annual meeting. ' ,

Julian Parks Boyd
3 November 1903-28 May 1980

Donor Establishes Award
to Honor Boyd
The Association for Documentary Editing recently
received $500 to establish the Julian P. Boyd Award . This
is intended to serve as a memorial to Boyd that will reflect
both the breadth of his interests and his concern for excellence. The award will be given every three years to
honor a distinguished contribution to knowledge of
American history and culture . The donor, who prefers to
be anonymous, intends to make further contributions to
the award fund but not necessarily to support it singlehandedly. Those who wish to honor Boyd by contributing
may do so through Raymond W. Smock, SecretaryTreasurer, Association for Documentary Editing, The
Booker T. Washington Papers, History Department,
University of Maryland , College Park, MD 20742.

For three decades since the appearance of his first volume
of the Papers of Thomas jefferson in 1950, the work of
Julian Parks Boyd has marked a permanent alteration in
the character and dimensions of historical scholarship in
the United States. For an entire generation of scholars and
editors, Boyd's death at Princeton on 28 May 1980 at the
age of seventy-six dimmed one of those fixed stars by
which, almost unthinkingly, we have charted our place .
The late Carl Van Doren's assessment that "Julian with
all his shining faculties could have prospered in any
profession he chose ," was quoted frequently in newspaper
obituaries last spring. The remark intrigued one
newspaper columnist to whom Boyd's was an unfamiliar
name . "What he chose to do was labor in a little-known
endeavor which was sure to keep him relatively
anonymous," the journalist wrote, "and to provide few
worldly rewards . In our instant electronic age, the idea of a
person spending thirty years trying to put the words of
Thomas Jefferson in order is an exotic one indeed; it is
hard to imagine a young man or woman coming out of
college in 1980 making a similar choice for a life's work.
Most people I know devote their days to labors that seem
monumentally important for a few hours or even a few
months, but which are forgotten as soon as the next project
comes along. . . . And then there is a man like Boyd . "
There is a mural in the lobby of the Virginia State
Library-a mural commemorating the Virginia
Declaration of Rights. On 12 June 1951, just a week after
the United States Supreme Court had upheld an act of
Congress aimed at the suppression of the Communist
party, Julian Boyd spoke at the mural's unveiling before
an audience that included Virginia's Senator Harry F.
Byrd, Sr., Governor John S. Battle, and former governors
Colgate W . Darden and William Munford Tuck . Playfully
introduced as a distinguished scholar "born in South
Carolina, educated in North Carolina, and one time
citizen of Pennsylvania and now of New Jersey [who had]
had the wisdom to specialize in a Virginian," Boyd spoke
on "The Fear ofIdeas." A selection from the printed text
of Boyd's address appears below. These comments and his
work testify to Julian Boyd's conviction that whether the
year was 1776 or 1798, 1951 or 1980, the nation forgets
jefferson's words only at its peril-even, or perhaps
especially, in an electronic age .
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The Fear of Ideas
Selections from an address by Julian Parks Boyd, 12 June 1951

"To be afraid of ideas, any idea," wrote Dr. Alexander
Meiklejohn in his book, Free Speech, "is to be unfit for
self government." On this occasion and in this library,
itself a repository of ideas, I do not need to remind this
audience of the roots of historical experience that underlie
Dr. Meiklejohn's assertion. For this commonwealth was
the unquestioned leader in the establishment of the first
republic in the world to be dedicated to the proposition
that the ideas and opinions of man are beyond the reach of
government.
Revolution in itself is not necessarily a glorious thing; it
may indeed serve an ignoble part. It becomes glorious
when it is governed by a transcendent ideal. The American
Revolution possessed such an ideal and its leaders were
possessed by it. That ideal was in essence a total
repudiation of the fear of ideas. It rejected with the
passion and indignation of youth the concept that some
ideas were so reprehensible that the civil authorities could
legitimately suppress them.
The one idea that Mason, Jefferson, and their compatriots permitted themselves to fear was the idea that
some ideas should be repressed because repugnant or
abhorrent. They chose instead the noble belief that man
was capable of distinguishing the good from the bad, that
he was endowed with reason and was, if left free to choose,
capable of choosing with justice and fairness; that improvement in his condition could only come about in this
way; that, in short, he was capable of self-government.
Freedom to think, freedom to examine and discuss any
proposition, freedom in the interchange of ideas, freedom
of utterance, this is the heart of a declaration of rights as it
is the basis of government in a republic.
We must not lose sight of this today as we meet to
perform an act of devotion to first principles. While we
salute their greatness we stand simply aware of our
responsibility. This, indeed, is the primary object of our
meeting today. We do not honor the founding fathers by
worshiping a mere piece of paper. That document itself,
handed to us at no one knows what cost of blood and
treasure, is meaningless unless we ask this question in all
humility and with the same high purpose that animated
those who promulgated it in 1776. For we are ourselves
founding fathers. We, too, must reassert the great
declaration of rights, find what is in it most valued and in
turn recommend it to our posterity as the basis and
foundation of their government. We must be worthy
before we can praise.
Who is qualified to interpret our rights? Who is
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authorized to assess the conflicr of ideas that these rights
inevitably entail? In· different times and places varying
rights have been asserted with varying emphasis. Virginia
in 1776 set forth sixteen propositions; Massachusetts in
1780, thirty; the United States in 1790, ten. "Who,"
asked James Wilson in the federal convention of 1787,
"will be bold enough to enumerate the rights of the
people?" And who, we must ask ourselves today, is
qualified to interpret the rights of the people, enumerated
or not?
Many times the fear of ideas has alarmed the timid,
swayed public policy, driven us from the steady course
dictated by allegiance to a faith. That which arose in 1798
with the passage of the Alien and Sedition Acts was not
the first or the last, but it exhibited characteristics that may
help us arrive at the answer to the question as to who is
qualified to interpret the people's rights.
As a nation we were then confronted with the spector of
tyranny in Europe. Many, frightened by the passions of
revolution and by the unguided and uncontrolled tyranny
of the mob, sought to protect the American institutions by
repressive laws. We need not doubt the sincerity of their
motives. We may still, however, question the quality of
their courage and the extent of their understanding of the
nature of the American people and of American institutions. Lacking in faith, they failed to grasp the sense
of destiny of the American nation. They were afraid of
ideas and snatched at the force of government as the first
weapon with which to combat the new threat of tyranny.
In so doing they might have done irreparable injury to
these infant institutions. They might have strangled at
birth this new nation, the earth's best hope.
Fortunately there was at hand as Virginia's gift to the
world the greatest of all spokesmen for freedom, though in
reality it was he rather than foreign ideas that was the
object of the fear of those who sought to alleviate fear by
suppressing ideas. The people in 1800 elected him to the
office of chief magistrate, vindicating his faith in their
judgment and repudiating the lack of faith of those who
could not trust the people. In his ipaugural address
Thomas Jefferson spoke, as no one else could have, for a
people who grounded their government on faith rather
than fear, who trusted each other to decide wisely what
course the nation should pursue, who repudiated the
concept that some ultimate decisions could not be safely
entrusted to the people but must be decided by the rulers.
Jefferson, more clearly than any other, perceived that
America's survival and her capacity to meet her destiny

depended not on armies or navies or material things, but
on faith. She could lose her soul by trying to defend it with
repressive laws. So at bottom his faith rested on that
greatest of all weapons, a bill of rights. Not fear but faith,
not timidity but confidence in the justice and good sense
of his fellowmen, led him to uphold the sacred principle
that, though the will of the majority in all cases is to
prevail, that will, to be rightful, must be reasonable; that
the minority possess their equal rights. That minority
might entertain hateful ideas. It might possess abhorrent
beliefs. It might claim the benefit of liberties in order to
curb liberties. It might aim, indeed, at the overthrow of
government. But it possessed equal rights under equal
laws. "Therefore," declared Jefferson, "if there be any
among us who would wish to dissolve this union or to
change its republican form, let them stand undisturbed as
monuments of the safety with which error of opinion may
be tolerated where reason is left free to combat it." Here
was the most exalted expression of confidence in the
people that ever fell from the lips of a chief magistrate.
Today we are faced with a tyranny blacker than any
feared by Jefferson. We know that there are traitors in our
midst. We know that there are some who would overthrow
this government and who are working furtively and
despicably to achieve that end. Can we now extend to
these enemies the protection of equal rights and equal
laws? We have met a destiny that was far beyond the
wildest aspirations of the founding fathers. Can we, in our
strength, extend the Bill of Rights to the protection of
those whose ideas we hate, when the founding fathers in
the day of our infancy dared to do so? "Let history," as
Jefferson reminded his hearers in 1801, "answer this
question." Who now remembers the public leaders in
1798 who resorted to force in order to thwart a hateful
idea? Who now venerates the legislator who voted for the
Alien and Sedition Acts? Who now praises the judge who
imprisoned those who were found guilty under those acts
which Jefferson declared to be "as palpably unconstitutional as if Congress had ordered the citizens to
fall down and worship a golden calf." We remember and
praise instead those great statesmen, Mason, Jefferson,
Wythe, and others from Virginia, who preferred faith to
force, who believed that the bill of rights extended to the
ideas hated as well as to those revered, who were ready to
defend with their lives the idea that equal rights, protected
by equal laws, were possessed by the misguided minority
as well as by the enlightened majority.
In the past few years we have been told that we can no
longer rely upon the beliefs of the eighteenth century to
resolve the appalling problems and conflicts of the
twentieth. If this is so, why, may we ask, are we gathered
here today? Of what consequence is a bill of rights if it
does not extend equally to those whom we hate and whose
ideas we abhor? What does freedom mean if it does not
include the right to argue against freedom? A bill of rights

so conceived is only another name for tyranny. Weare not
met today to venerate the concept and the fears that lay
back of the Alien and Sedition Acts. We are met instead to
venerate those founding fathers who were not afraid to
permit the people a right of choice among ideas freely
expressed, freely accessible. We shall praise them wisely
and with understanding if we share their faith and are able
to recommend the principles of the Declaration of Rights
to our posterity as unsullied as those principles were
handed down by them to us.
But can we today say that we are doing so? We have
been seized in a mounting wave of hysteria. Test oaths of
increasing severity are being required of public servants,
teachers, librarians, and others, and are being proposed
even as a condition precedent for those about to enter
professions or trades. Books are being banned or suppressed, not because they contravene laws but because of
the ideas they contain. American citizens may be deprived
of livelihood or even of their liberties by ex parte
proceedings based upon accusations made by anonymous
persons. Arraigned at the bar of public opinion, innocent
persons may now be required to prove themselves not
guilty. In many other respects we are in danger of doing
violence to the letter and the spirit of the Bill of Rights.
The issue that is joined here is a never-ending one. It
was faced by Pendleton, Lee, Jefferson, Mason and others
of the founding fathers who set in motion the great events
of May, June, and July 1776. It was faced by those who
opposed the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798. It cannot be
evaded by us. Each of us, bound by the overriding duties
of the citizen, must weigh, balance, and determine what
for us is the wise and just policy when the mighty opposites
of national survival and the civil rights of the individual
clash. Never in our history have they come into such
violent conflict as in our day, and the dreadful climax
seems still to be ahead of us. We cannot apply an easy
formula to obtain an answer. We cannot resort to doctrinaire solutions. For neither the right of national selfpreservation nor the right of free speech is an absolute;
both are conditioned by constitutional limitations.
Survival without individual liberty is not worth having.
Individual liberty purchased at cost of national existence
would be meaningless. There must be a weighing and
assessment of the values, constantly, unremittingly, now
and in the long future.
We as citizens possessing ultimate sovereignty must
decide the issue in our individual consciences on the high
level of wisdom and public policy and use reason and
justice, courage and faith, as our guides. We shall decide
in our several ways. Ignorance, passion, and hatred will
sometimes cloud our judgment. We shall be swept along
by waves of hysteria and at times blown from our course by
erratic storms and enthusiasms. But if we have faith we can
in calmer moments perceive that history offers no hope of
reward for those who fear ideas. Theirs is the losing side.
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NHPRC Announces Deadlines for
Fellowships and Camp Edit
The tenth annual Institute for Historical Editing will
take place 19-31July 1981, in Madison, Wisconsin.
Jointly sponsored by the National Historical Publications
and Records Commission, the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and the State Historical Society of
Wisconsin, the institute provides theoretical and practical
instruction in documentary editing. Applicants should
hold a master's degree in history or American civilization.
A limited number of full and partial study grants are
available.
The N~tional Historical Publications and Records
Commission also announces the 1980-1981 competition
for fellowships in historical editing. Participating projects
are the Documentary History of Freedmen in Southern
Society, 1861-1867 (University of Maryland), the

Documentary Relations of the Southwest (Arizona State
Museum, University of Arizona), the Documentary
History of the Ratification of the Constitution (University
of Wisconsin), the Papers of Black Abolitionists (Florida
State University), and the Documentary History of the
Supreme Court, 1789-1800 (Supreme Court Historical
Society). Fellows receive a stipend of $13,000 and spend
twelve months in training at one of the projects. Candidates should hold a Ph.D. in an appropriate field of
history or should have completed all requirements for the
doctorate except the dissertation. Competence in Spanish
is required for the Southwest fellowship. Institute or
fellowship applications are available from the NHPRC,
National Archives, Washington, DC 20408. The application deadline is 1 March, 1981.

President Presented First Volume
of Andrew Jackson Papers
The first volume of The Papers of Andrew Jackson,
published 28 June 1980 by the University of Tennessee
Press, was presented to President Jimmy Carter at a recent
White House ceremony.
Sam B. Smith, editor of the volume, made the
presentation. Also attending the ceremony were Harriet
Chappell Owsley, coeditor, Frank Burke, Carol Orr,
director of the University of Tennessee Press, a chancellor
of the University of Tennessee, representatives of the
Ladies Hermitage Association, and members of the
Tennessee congressional delegation.
Sponsors of the Jackson Papers project are the Ladies
Hermitage Association of Tennessee, the University of

Tennessee, the National Historical Publications and
Records Commission, and the Tennessee Historical
Commission. When completed, the series of sixteen
volumes will contain more than sixty thousand items
including correspondence, business accounts, memoranda,
legal documents, and other papers written to and by
Jackson. The first volume coversJackson's early years, from
1770 through 1803. The University of Tennessee Press also
publishes the papers of another Tennessee president,
Andrew Johnson. Future volumes of the Papers ofAndrew
Jackson will be prepared under the editorship of Harold D.
Moser, who was editor of the Correspondence Series of the
Papers ofDaniel Webster.

Mazzei Honored by Italy and U.S.
The year 1980 marks the two-hundred-fiftieth anniversary of the birth of Philip Mazzei (1730-1816), the
forgotten patriot who emigrated to Virginia in 1773 and
joined Jefferson, Henry, and other colonial patriots in the
growing independence movement. A United States
Airmail Stamp commemorating the anniversary will be
issued on 13 October, in Washington, D.C. The stamp has
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the same design as an Italian stamp to be issued at Poggio
a Caiano, Italy, Mazzei's birthplace. The idea to use the
same design was suggested by Sister Margherita Marchione, of Fairleigh Dickinson University, who edits the
Mazzei papers. "Patriot Remembered" is the legend
above the Mazzei portrait on the stamp.

Association Gathers in Wzlliamsburg
for Second Annual Meeting
The Association for Documentary Editing's 1980
meeting convenes at the Hospitality House, Richmond
House, Richmond Road and Virginia Avenue,
Williamsburg, on Thursday, 30 October. Details of the
program are given below; the registration fee is $5.

Accommodations should be arranged directly with the
Hospitality House, (804) 229-4020. Many other local arrangements were coordinated by Charles Hobson, of
the Papers ofJohn Marshall, (804) 253-4526.

Thursday, 30 October

11:30 a.m. Luncheon at Chowning's Tavern (tickets

2:00 p.m. Varieties ofEditorial Experience"

Presiding: Maeva Marcus, Documentary History
of the Supreme Court
"Working Both Sides of the Street"
Donald Jackson, Colorado Springs, Colorado
"Dewey? - You Bet We Do!"
Jo Ann Boydston, Center for Dewey Studies,
Southern Illinois University-Carbondale
" 'An Extensive and Multifarious Performance':
The Yale Edition of the Works of Samuel Johnson"
John H. Middendorf, Columbia University
"Collaborative Editions: A Typology"
W. Speed Hill, Works of Richard Hooker

required; make reservations by telephone or postcard
to Raymond W. Smock), Duke of Gloucester and
Queen streets, adjacent Market Square and the
Magazine.
$7 (payable at registration tables) includes gratuity
and tax. The menu is Brunswick Stew, apple pie,
coffee, tea or milk; bar extra.
1:15 p.m. Governor's Palace tour (tickets required;

contact Raymond W. Smock).
$5 (payable at registration tables).
3:30 p.m. The Education of Editors

Presiding: John P. Kaminski, Documentary History of
the Ratification of the Constitution.

8:30 p.m. Annual Business Meeting of the Association

"The Historian As Editor: A Perspective"
Frank G. Burke, National Historical Publications and
Records Commission
"The Education of Historical Editors: Opportunities
and Pitfalls"
Carl E. Prince, Papers of William Livingston
Comment: Fredson T. Bowers, University of Virginia.

for Documentary Editing.
Presiding: Lester]. Cappon, Newberry Library and
president of the Association.

7:00 p.m. Banquet: Old Virginia Dinner
$13.20 (payable at registration).
8:30 p.m. Presidential Address: The Eclectic Editor

5:30-7:00 p.m. Reception in the Great Hall of the

Wren Building, at the College of William and Mary.
Cosponsored by the Institute of Early American
History and Culture and the Papers of John Marshall.

Friday, 31 October
9:00 a.m. A Manual for Editors

Presiding: Arthur S. Link, Papers of Woodrow Wilson
and past-president of the Association.
"Report of the Committee
on the Manual of Documentary Editing"
Richard K. Showman, Papers of
Nathanael Greene
Comment: David Greetham, Graduate Center, City
University of New York; and Reese V. Jenkins,
Thomas A. Edison Papers.

Lester]. Cappon, Newberry Library.
Saturday, 1 November
9:00 a.m. The Tanselle Thesis
Presiding: Harold D. Moser, Papers of Andrew
Jackson.

"The Short Happy Thesis of G. Thomas Tanselle"
Don L. Cook, A Selected Edition of W.D. Howells
"Editorial Practices-A Historian's View"
Robert]. Taylor, The Adams Papers
Comment: G. Thomas Tanselle,John Simon Guggenheim
Memorial Foundation

II

1980 Program

Committee

Eleven-Minute Copier

John Y. Simon, president-elect of ADE, is chairman of the
program committee for the 30 October-1 November 1980
annual meeting, to be held at the Hospitality House,
adjacent the campus of the College of William and Mary.
The committee consists of Simon; Charles T. Cullen, of
the Papers of Thomas Jefferson; David Greetham, of the
CUNY Graduate Center; and Nathan Reingold, of the
Joseph Henry Papers; with Charles F. Hobson, of the John
Marshall Papers, serving as an advisory member.

"Dr. Dressel, at Rome," says the Foreign Quarterly,
"has lately made a very successful attempt to apply the
Daguerreotype to the copying of ancient MSS. and
palimpsests. In less than eleven minutes he produced a
most perfect copy of forty-two lines of a half obliterated
Greek MSS. of the 12th century." (Item in The Broadway
Journal, edited by Edgar Allan Poe and Henry C. Watson,
2 August 1845, page 62.)
-PATRICIA G. HOLLAND
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_________________________________________________

Ad~e~

____________________________________________

Telephone _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Affiliation ________________----:::--________;--;-~___:_:=_--____;"'""!""'""':__
Amount enclosed ________
Regular dues, $15.00.0

Renew your membership in ADE now, and invite a
colleague to join, too. Send membership forms and dues
to Raymond W. Smock, Secretary-Treasurer, History
Department, University of Maryland, College Park MD
20742.

Students and retired members, $7.50.0

